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Project IntentProject Intent

• To collect feedback on the CALSIM 
II model from the broad water 
community.

• Not UC Davis comments on the model.
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Interview ProcessInterview Process

• Email Contact (95 People)
• In-Person or Phone Interviews
• Note-Taking by Interview Team
• Summary of the Interview

– “For Attribution”
– “Not For Attribution”

• Finalized Summary
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Report WriteReport Write--Up ProcessUp Process

• 65 Interview Summaries for 89 
Individuals

• Discussion of Model Uses
• Categorization of Comments

– 5 Major Categories
– 36 Sub-Categories

• Documenting Spreadsheet Databases
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Uses of CALSIM IIUses of CALSIM II

• Planning Studies
• Proposed Facilities
• Operations
• Regulatory Analysis and Compliance
• Evaluation of Management Options
• Other



Interviewee Thoughts and Interviewee Thoughts and 
SuggestionsSuggestions
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CALSIM II Comment CALSIM II Comment 
CategoriesCategories

I. Mission
II. Administration
III.Implementation
IV. Inputs
V. Software
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II. AdministrationII. Administration
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B. Documentation
C. Management of Model Development
D. Credibility
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III. ImplementationIII. Implementation
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I. Run Time
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V. SoftwareV. Software
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Most Prominent ImpressionsMost Prominent Impressions

• CALSIM II is widely seen as an 
improvement over previous models, 
but needs further improvements.

• More individuals, both inside and 
outside of the agencies, who can run 
and understand the model are needed.

• Given the problems facing California, 
widespread demand exists for  
broader modeling capabilities.
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Questions?Questions?

http://www.science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf
/CALSIM_II_103103.pdf


